It seems reasonable that such characteristics as traffic flow, propinquity, facilities used in common, and facilities used individually would all influence how people interact with each other. It seems reasonable that the adequacy of the facilities provided would encourage their use, the search for alternate sites, or the abandonment of various tasks. The presence and adequacy of such facilities influence the feelings of users, towards themselves in task-related activities, their co-workers and their tasks. It is particularly important to study dormitories for several reasons. I nsofar as college is defined as structured around academic or intellectual activity, the informal context of the dormitory may allow for a more relaxed and less noticed input for change, an input that consequently may be more successful. It is also important to study dormitories because the influence of the architecture will last at least the forty years that are the usual terms of the dormitory mortgage, far longer than any administrator's tenure. ° [378] The dormitory experience-the residence for many students for a year or two, half their college time, and the locale for most of their time and energies and activities-must be fully understood, to maximize the architectural potentials for the student and the university's general goals. The alternative is to leave things to chance, to intuition, and to custodial or visual rather than functional concerns. Hayes (1932) reported on the need for functional and user-based housing design. The recent interest in functional environmental programming, however, derives from a very different source than a concern with student needs. Van der Ryn and Silverstein (1967) present in microcosm the dilemma facing university housing officials across the country which has caused consequent increase in environmental programming research.
In the fall of 1959, at the University of California at Berkeley, two high-rise towers for student housing were constructed, at a cost of $10 million, housing some 400 students. By the fall of 1963 two more such towers were constructed and were greeted by long waiting lists of students. Within a year, however, notwithstanding the need for student housing, students moved out in such numbers as to create a vacancy rate of 10%, and threaten the financial viability of the whole housing enterprise. Further construction was halted, and in response to unavoidable financial, rather than educational needs, the Regents authorized a user-based study of student housing needs. It is interesting to note Peterson's (1968) study of the sources of campus unrest during the 1967-1968 year. He found that while Vietnam generated the single greatest number of protests, the second issue was living-group regulations. Jencks and Reisman (1962: 732) , writing about Harvard, have described dormitories in a way that can serve to characterize much of American college housing.
At an average cost of roughly $4,000 per student, the average student residence joins two students, two beds, two bureaus, two desks, two straight chairs, and two hundred square feet of floor in an attempt to produce enlightenment. [379] Commenting on the space allotted per student, Riker (1956) notes that the same amount of space will serve to park two cars. Farmer (1964: 100) (4) individualization. This is not an exhaustive list, and as will be seen, the borders between areas are permeable; but the divisions will be used because they provide some beginning typology of the ways in which environment influences behavior. Through all this discussion, the role of administration will be omitted, even though that omission may seem to limit the utility of investigation of architecture.
USER DESIGN FACTORS: AREAS OF STUDENT ACTIVITY PRIVACY
Rooms. Sommer and Peterson (1966) found that students spent much of their free time in their dormitories. Hsia Erikson, 1950 (Wheeler, 1968) . Riker (1956) Sommer (1968a) has found that four types of student housing-apartments, high-rise dormitories, temporary housing [386] in reconditioned barracks, and cluster halls-were reported as satisfactory. Apartment There is surprisingly little research on the effects of proximity. Newcomb (1961 Newcomb ( , 1943 has noted that in the initial stages of the process of meeting new people, in a small and well-defined setting, close neighbors meet each other before they meet those more distantly located. The distances involved in his study were two floors of a seventeen-man boarding house.
With small distances and small numbers of students, his work may not be that informative on the effects of propinquity. Kuper (1953) as saying that common walls contribute to a major source of friction between neighbors, in public housing in England. Some of the courtyard housing in the M IT study shared a common wall.
The evidence is mixed with reference to dormitory conditions. Warr (1964) Wallace (1952) has studied this phenomenon impressionistically, in public housing projects. His major finding was that high-rise housing made it harder to casually go outside. Going outside became a more. deliberate act, and was done less frequently. Bland and Schoenauer (1966) , and the University Facilities Research Center (1963), both of whom have considered the problem, make no mention of any differences. Sommer (1969b Sommer ( , 1968b Bailey (1958) found, in a survey of nine campuses in Wisconsin, that students spent twenty hours each week studying, on the average. Stoke et al. (1960) found that 70% of study time was spent in a student's room, according to interviews. Sommer and Peterson (1966) , using student diaries, also reported about 80% as the amount for student rooms. Hsia (1968: appds. 5) found the figure at the University of Utah to be about 50%. The figures vary, reflecting either methodological or academic differences, but they are all indicative of the importance of adequate study conditions in a student's room. Hsia (1968) , notes that &dquo;quiet study conditions&dquo; were considered a primary factor in accommodations that were rated by students as satisfactory. Van (1967) and others have used to perhaps explain dormitory design. [399] Students, they say, can be roughly described by two major parameters: involvement with ideas, and involvement with college life. On these parameters, students can be devided into those involved and those uninvolved. This produces a two by two matrix described in Table 1 (1967) suggest that the dormitory is oriented to the collegiately and less the vocationally minded, because these two comprise the largest section of students. The dormitory would seem clearly not suited to those who are involved with ideas, because of the problems associated with serious study. The collegiate type, with its primary concern for nonacademic social factors, is exactly at home in TABLE 1 STUDENT SUBCULTURES SOURCE: Clark and Trow, 1964. [4001 the environment where socializing is the major activity planned for.
As mentioned, the research literature does not investigate these student types. It may be that historically, when college attendance was more reserved for social elites, the sons of the ruling or climbing classes were content to experience, in their first and in-residence years, the gregarious, anti-individual and anti-intellectual tendencies that were reinforced by the environment. As greater proportions of the population attended college, more diverse needs appeared on campus, and a more varied environment was needed. Jencks and Reisman (1962) have to some degree documented this change in student populations. This includes older students, and if dormitories are to appeal to them, they must do so in part based on the needs that older, usually more serious, students have. It is additionally true that students seem to be maturing earlier, and with earlier maturation ask for more adult and individualized facilities.
I ncreasing numbers of students create a student housing market substantial enough to justify commercial builders to invest in residential housing facilities that will compete with the campus. With competition comes choice, an exploration of alternatives, and an end to the willingness of students to abide with unsatisfactory conditions.
A (Wheeler, 1968 (Brawne, 1967) found that the laundry room and the vending machines were the true centers of social life that existed outside student rooms. Accordingly student lounge areas included those features in subsequent designs.
One aspect of change involves redesign of the area in which the students spend most of their time, the study-bedroom and the corridor area adjacent it. Several rooms, up to four or five doubles, will be clustered about a common area that once was part of the corridor. This separate area has its own door from the main corridor and is part of a suite of rooms comprising the study-bedrooms. The Matson (1964) has found that GPA depends on the climate created in each house in a residence system as well as on academic ability. Jencks and Reisman's (1962) 
